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&BSTBACT * V 

This paper wiines the possibility that returns to- 
variou? personal characteristics obtained from education differ among 
five Spanish surname ethnic groups as well as for Blacks and 
non-black, nonrSpanish people (Anglos). Ifumerous studies have found 
differences in the returns that Bldcks and Whites obtain from 
education, experience, migration, and other personal characteristics, 
^o measure these differences in r-feturn, it is now common practice to 
run entirely separate regressions for Blacks -and Whites; especially 
significant for policy have been findings that Black-White earnings 
differences stem not only from lower Black educational attainment, 
but also from lower Black returns to education. The data for 
study came from the 1971 Current Population Survey. It was found that 
in 1970 returns to education w^re 30 percent higher for men of Cuban 
and central or South American origin H.han for non-Spanish, non-Black 
(Anglo) men, Puerto Bican men 6r other Spanish men. Black and Chicano 
men had returns of about 70 percent those of Anglo m6n. These 
differences are not explained b^ differences in nativity, mother , 
tongue, yeaps of education, or mkrital status. Differences in 
discrimination, quality of schooling, and class origin may be the 
causes, but data are insufficient to draw firm conclusions. 
(Author/JM) 
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ABSTRACT 



'/ In 1970 returns to education were 30 percent higher for men of 
Cuban and Central or South 'American origin than for non-Spanish. . 
nonblack (Anglo) men, Puerto Rican men. for "Other Spanish" men. Black , 
and Chicano meg had returns of about 70 percent those of Anglf men. 
These differences are not explained by differences in nativity, mother- 
tongue, age. years of education, .or marital .status. Differences in ^ 
discrimination, quality of schooling.- and class origin may be the 
causes, but data are insufficient t^ draw firm conclusions. 
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RETURNS TO EDUCATION "FOR BLACKS, ANGLOS, 
AND FIVE SPANISH GROUPS 



I. INTRODUCTION 

Numerous studies have found differences in the returns that blacks 
and whites obtain from education, experience, migration, and other 
personal characteristics. Not only do blacks often haye lower^averages 
of valued characteristics, but they/ often receive less for them than 
ao whites. To measure these differences in returns, it is now common 
practice not simply to run regressions with dummy variables for race, 
but to run entirely separate regressions^r blacks and whites. In this 
way, the coefficients .for all. of the exiJiailatory variables other than 
race are allowed to differ between groups. The differences In ^ 
coefficients are generally interpreted as measures of market discrimination. 

Especially. significant for policy have been findings that black-white 
earnings differences stem not only from lower black educational attain- 
nient, but also from lower black returns to education. If black returns 
to education are low, then government programs designed to narrow 
^lack-white earnings differences by narrowirg educational differences 

r 

are likely to be ineffective. . 

This, paper will examine the possibility that returns to various 
personal characteristics differ among five Spanish surname ethnic groups, • 
as well as for blacks and nonblack, non-Spknish people (Anglos). Studies 
by Fogel (1966) and Lyle (1972) found lower earnings among Spanish 
groups than among Anglos, and Wong (19 7A) found lower earnings ■ among 
some Oriental groups than among whites. Published census data from 
the. 1970 Census of Population and the Current Population Surveys also 
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indicate large variations among ethnic groups in education, age, and 
location, as well as in earnings. Finally, Carlinef (1974) found that 
Spanish men earn significantly' less than Anglos after holding education, 
ma'rital status, age, and location, constant. However, no work has been 
done on whether personal characteristics affect earnings differently 
for Spanish groups than for Anglos and blacks. . ^ 

' • The data for this study came from the 1971 Current Population 
Survey, which W3S conducted by the Census Bureau. Respondents were 
asked to specify their descent or origin from a list of ethnic cate- ^ 
gories including black, Mexican (Chicano), Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central 
/ or, South American, Other Spanish, seven European groups,; and two mis.- 
cellaneous categories, "Other" and "Don't Know." All persons who did 
not classify th^elves as black or ^Spanish were put inpReTffigl^ category. 
Because there w«}no listing for nonwhites who were also nonblack, 
a small number of Orientals and American Indians Were included with 

■ Anglos. There were also no questions in the CPS on place of birth/ 
Immigrant status, or on parents' education, occupation, or birthplace. 

II. THE GROUPS 

Although the five Spanish groups identified in the Current Population 
Survey share some elements of a common heritage and language, in many 

■ respects they are very, different.. By far the largest of the groups is 
the Chicanos, with a population of over five million. Concen.trated 

In Arizona, Colorado^ New Mexico, and especially in California and Texas. 
38 percent of Chicanos over 18 were bom abroad, and most of those bom 
here are the children or grandchildren of immigrants. More than 25 
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percent of the .1.7 million recorded Wgrants from Mexico since 

182P have come here since 1960. As Table 1 indicates however, the 
.percentage of native-born Chicanos is much higher tham that of natives 

among most of the "other Spanish groups. 

In spite of their native birth, howfever, 47 percent of Chicanos 

use Spanish in their homes currently, and 72 percent did so as- children. 
In addition to native birth" and geographic distribution, an additional 
factor^dis.tingui8hing Chicanos from the other Spanish groups is their 
lower-class origins. Almost 55, percent of Mexican innnigrants between . 
I960 and 1970 gave their occupations as farmer or laborer, and an 
addi^iom 17- percent were servants. Only 6 percent were professionals 

or managers before ^^ming here. 

in this country as wellfB^T^^^^^e near the bottom ^f the social 
structure. Median male earnings of $6193 in 1910 and median, education 
of 8.8 years. are matched only by averages for blacks and Puerto 
Ri^ans. The medians for men of allother ethnic groups ate at least 30 
percent higher. Only 9.2 percent of employed. Chicano men over 16 are 
professionals or managers. The same percentage are" far™ laborers or . 
foremen', and an additional 13.4 percent are nonfarm laborers. This com- 
pares with 26.2 percent professionals and managers,, 3.3 percent farm 
workers and foremen, and 7.3 percent nonfarm laboreres among all men 

• « • 

over 16 in 1970. 

ilnlike Chicanos, Puerto Ricans in the continental United States- 
are heavily concentrated in the Northeast, with almost 70 perc.ent living 
in the New York area. Almost 98 percent of them are urban, and 94 per- 
cent live in metropolitan areas. Also unlike Chicanos, only ^.8 percent 
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of PuTrto Ricans over 18 were bom on the mainland, and only 27 percent 
currently speak English in their' homes. 

However, Puerto Ricans do not come only from the bottom of Puerto 
Rican society. Because they are bom United States citizens., no 
Immigration statistics are kept on their occupations in Puerto -Rico. 
But the median years of school completed for men 25 and over in 1970 
was 8.8 on the mainland and 7.5 in Puerto Rico.^^Thu.s the "immigrants" 
are somewhat' above average for Puerto Rico, but are far below average 
for the United States. Their earnings of $6421 are higher than those of 
Chic^os and blacks nationally, but, in the New York S^^SA t)teir median 
■ incomes are more than 10 percent. less than the median incomes of blacks. 
/ Only 8.9 percent of Puerto Rican men are professionals or managers, 

though only 9.4 percent ax:e farm or nonf arm laborers. The vast majority 
are service workers, craftsmen, and operatives. 

Like Puerto Ricans, Cubans are also very concentrated geographically. 
Forty percent live in Miam^L, and an additional 26 percent live in the 
, New York area. Over 98 percent of Cubans live in urban areas. Most 

of the Cubans in this country have come since I960. Ninety-five per«nt 
of those 18 or over are foreign-bom. Unlike Puerto Ricans and 
Chicanos, Cuban immigrants left positions of high status in their 
mother country. Of the Cuban immigrants between 1960 and 1970, 29 
percent were professionals or managers in Cuba, and only six percent 

were farmers or laborers. 

In the United States, individual success stories of Cleans abound,^ 
but the group as a whole still has far lower income and education than 
Anglos. Their $7032 in earnings and 10.4 years of school wer^ sub- . . 



stantially below ch\ levels of all- uien.. However, more than 20 per- 
cent of Cuban men were professionals and managers, and only 6.1 percent 
were laborers. 

The Central and' South Americans in this country'are primarily 
from Ecuador, Argentina, ' Colombia, and Honduras. At least 64 percent 
•of members of this group, over 18 were immigrants, and 69 percent of 
all Central or South Americans list Spanish as their mother tongue. 
Currently_54 percent speak Spanish in the home. Among the immigrants 
who arrived b^twlen 1960 and 1970, 26 percent were professionals or 
managers in their home countries, and less than three percent were 



more than ]^ percent were servants. 
Though data are not available Jo bear this\ut, it seems likely that 



farmers or laborers. However, 
Though data are not available 
most of the servants are womeJand most of the professionals and managers 

are men* * 

In this country, 20 percent .of Central and South Americans claim 
to live; in rural areas, the highest percentage for any Spanish group. 
An' additional 26 percent live in the New York SMSA and 15 percent in 
Los Angeles, with most of the remainder scattered in other large cities. 
Their median schooling of 11.3 years is only slightly loJer than the 
schooling of 'all men, but their median earnings of $7075 is considerably 
^ lower. Odcupationai data are not available. 

Because 'of inadequate data, the hardest group to describe is the 
"Other Spanish" category. The only Spanisfi-speaking countries not 
included in more specif ic -categories of the CPS are Spain and the 
Dominican Republic, but together they have not aent enough people here 
to account for the total of "Other Spanish" respondents. Grebler et al. 

s 
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(1970) have suggested that these people may be descendants of upper-class 
Fpiiards and 'Mexicans already in the Southwest when this^area , 
becatoe part 6f the United States. Because most Mexicans "(Chicanos) 
are lower-class , these people might wish to identify themselves with 
another group,' even though ±n fact their country of origin is the same. 

^ any event, 83 percent of them currently speak English. in the 
home,'lnd 57 percent had English, not Spanish, as the'ir mother tongue. 
Sixteen percent live out^i^de metropolitan areas, and 26 percent live in . 
the South, including Texasl Their median earnings bf $7955' is the 
highest of any Spanish groUp, but their median 10.8 years of schooling . 
is lower than that of Centrk and South Americans. 

The final minority group covered in this paper is blacks. Today 
they are widely distributed throughout the rural and urb.n South and the 
urban North and West. Although there has been virtually no immigr.ation ; 
of blacks Xor the last one Wdred and fifty years or more, since 1920 there 
has been a vast migration from the rural South to urban areas. Others <^ 
have observed that, in a . sense, blacks are immigrants too. In 1920, 

66 percent of blacks lived in thd rural South.^ By 1970 only 17 percent 

. J ■ ■ 

remained there. 

Like Chicanos, but very much anllke the other Spanl|js,group8 , blacks 
came from the botton. of rural Southern society. In 1920, before the 
Mgration staried, 46 percent of blac^ »e„ »ere farmers or farm laborers, 
and 77 percent of employed black women, were farm laborers, servants, or ^ 
•took in laundry.* Although the gap between the races may be narrowing, 
blacks still earn far less than whites.'. And black men are still concen- 
trated a't the bottom of the occupatlonal\ ladder. Only 8.9 percent of them 
are professionals or managers, and 19.3 percent are laborers. , 

11 
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III. ANTICIPATED RESULTS 

With such diversity atnong these groups, it Is difficnlt to form ^ 
reasonable hypotheses concerning how various factors should affect 
th.jir earnings. Should we expect that the value of a year of education 
for these Spanish groups is close to the value for Anglos, or is it / 
.more likely to be l6^«er, like the value received by blacks? It is 
frequently' claimed that 'there is explicit racial prejudice against 
.Chicanos. [See Grebler et al. (1970) for specifics.] 

If explicit racial prejudice exists, then returns to education 
.ndght be low for Chicanos. Jobs as supervisors, managers, and foremen . 
have until very recently been restricted almos t; entirely to whites, and 
' perhaps to non-Spanish whites'^ Poorly paid work requiring little 
education may be open to any worker unable to find something better-black, 
Chicano. or Anglo. But for occupations requiring more education, 
especially those involving .supervision of other workers, it may be 
that no amount of schooling would qualify a black or brown. If .this 
pattern of discrimination exists, then we should e^ect to find relatively 
small increases in earnings for increases ia education, for Chicanos 

as well as for blacks. ' . \ ' * 

Among the other Spanish groups, we might still expect~ to find 
small returns to education even without explicit* racial or- ethnic dis. 
! crimination in employment. Except for the youngest age group, almost , 
all the men in -these ethnic groups received their educatiouWd , early 
^woifk experience outsias the United States, ^ skills necessary to be 
a farm laborer, custodian, or unskilled factory worker are probably no 
harder to learn for aWn with foreign education and work experience 

12 
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than for a native. But .he. skills required ^' ' ^ businessman or 
office manager may be much harder for a f. y.er,to 'acquire. And 
those occupations requiring special certification, such as teacher, 
lawyer; or^doctor. may be impossible to transfer from one country to 
another. Thus it is possible that for various reasons all the Spanish 
groups have significantly lower returns ^ education than do Anglos. 

Similarly with the effect of age on bamings. ethnic discrimination 
and recent immigration may r'esult in relatively flat age-earnings 
profiles for Spanish groups', like that of^ blacks, rather than peaked 
like the one for whites. If discrimination against Spanish groups is 
important, it probably operates to prevent them from obtaining and ^ ^ 
benefiting as much as Anglos do from on-the-job training, seniority. ^and 
advancement within and across" occupations-. 

■ Even if discrimination is not importan\. among the immigrant groups 
it seems'plausible that younger men would make the transition to the ' 
new country more easily than older men who normally would earn more, 
certainly the older men would not have higl^er Earnings from seniority 
or from experience on a specific- job to the same extent as would Anglos who 
have worked in this Vou^try ^11 their adult lives. And perhaps like 
schooling, it may be diffic^uU for older men to transfer the skills 
they have learned from one -economy to ^another. 

Finally, there is little reaso^ to exp.ctr that th^ef feet of 
location on earnings would differ systematically be.tt^een^e^anls^ 
groups and Anglos. Although for bracks discrimination is probably \ 
stronger and earnings lower in the South, and especially In the .ural ^ 
south, than in other parts of the country, regional differences in the 
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strength of discrimination are not likely to be itn^prtant for the 
Spanish groups. Furthermore, most of the Spanish groups are very concen- 
trated in one or two areas,, so that testing for locatlonal differences^ , 
in earnings would be quite difficult with the limited information 

available in the (*S. 

If the reasoning above is correct, then, we might expect low 
education coefficients not only for blacks, but also for the Spanish 
groups, with or without overt ethnic disc ....ination. Middle-aged 
workers may earn more than older and younger ones, but the differences " \ 

may well be smaller than differences' among Anglo men. And finally, 
there is less reason to expect differences in eaming^s by location for 
the Spanish groups ' than for blacks. If discrimination does exist ' 
against the Spanish groups, it is less likely to vary by^region as it 
does for blacks • 

IV. EDUCATION COEFFICIENTS . - ' 

To test whether eatnings functions differ toe blacks, Anglos, and 
Spanish groups, seven identical regressions were run, one for each group. | 
The dependent variable in all cases was the ^og of annual earnings; the 
independent variables were years of completed education, and' dummy T 
variables for living in the South, for living in metropolitan areas, 'for 
being married\nd spouse ,present^ and for' four age categories (18 to 
/ ^4, '25 to 34, 35 to 44, and 45 to 54). The reference group consisted . 
of unmarried men between 55 and 64 living outside the "South and^outside 
„,etropolitan areas. All women and men under 18 or over 65 were excluded 
■ -from the regressions because their earnings patterns were complicated 
by labor force participation decisions. Also excluded were students 
and men with nonpositlve incomes. 

• 14 
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Table.' 2 presents the results of/ the seven regressions. Standard 
errors are in parentheses beneath the coefficients, ^^e results show 
considerable differe^rces a»ong ethnic groups in several of the coefficients 
not always in the expected directions. The grou, with the lowest 

education coefficient is blacks., Although the Efficient for 

Anglos is .uch higher, it is far fro^ the highest. Both Cubans and 
Central or South 'An.ericans receive considerably nK,re»than Anglos for " 
additional years of schooling, and "Other , Spanish" and Puerto Ricans 
receive nearly as much. Only Chicanes, the largest of the Spanish" ^ 
groups, have a significa^ly lower education coef ficient^than Anglos, 
though even their coef ficilentT is somewhat above that' for blacks. ' 

This evidence strongly refutes the hyp^othesis that relatively 
well-educated newcomers have greater difficulty transferring their skUls 
to- this country than do the less-educated. I expected that foreign \ 
schooling, foreign certification, and often severe language problems 
woul'd be more of a handicap for the well-educatfed than for the poorly ^ 
educated among Spanish groups. This does not seem to be the case. ,,The 
• two groups With the highest xeturns to education are also the two groups 
with the lowest percentage of native-bom and among the lowest in ^ 
percentages bf those currently speaking English in th^e home. 

one explanation for the unusualfy high returns 'to education. , 
experienced by' Cubans, and Central and South Americans that seems 
'plausible is a nonlinear relationship between education and earnings, 
certain!, the marginal effect on earnings A a high school or college 
diploma is greater than the completion of 11th gra^e or- the junior 
y^ear of college. Perhaps the level of distribution of educatio.^ among 
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thesp two groups is such that a simple linear measure is ^ 

'^ttificially high because of this -nonlinearity. 

To-Te^stVs possibility^ seven additional regressions were run. 
They wereide^ticcl to the earlier regressions except that durmny 

;^riable. for 8 years of schooling, 9 to 11 years. 13 to 15 years. 
and^6 of more years were ' subs tituted for the continuous education 
measure used before. V ^^^-^^ "^^^"'^ menN^ith.less than 8 
years of education.^ xlble 3 presents the coefficients of these five 
du^ny variables ;^for theleven ;thnic groups, with th.ir standard errors 

^ ' ' ' ' . ' 

in parentheses. ■ 

Th. nu-,.r of obse'rvatlons U too small and the atandart arrors 
are too large to permit strict statistical significance. Howaver. It 
is clear that, the gro«.a »ith large linear education coefficients 
■also tend to have the largest spieads in du™^ education coefficients. 
Thus the differences In education coefficients do not disappear when . 
a nonlinear specification is used, the very large payoff to «nlshing 
■college for Puerto Ricans and Cubana.^nd to attending college at all 

for central or South Americans is especially striking. According to 

these results. hla*s receive very little' return for any education up to. 

graduation from high school, but a large Increase In Gainings for 

finishing college, ^ / 

\. BIAS FROM OMITTED VARIABLES 
.' If length of residency in the United States, ability to speaR- . 
English, and'nonlinear effects of education do not e:^laln ethnic 
dif-'ferences In education coefficients,- what does, Perhaps the answer 
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. lies m differences in'class background and native ability among ethnic 
gio«ps(^iippose that educational attainment depends on a person's 
^illiies, dlass .background as measured by parents' occupational status, 

income, or education, and on other factors includirg location, age, and 

I - ' • \ 

ethnicity. ' , t 

Educ = a + a, Class + a„Ability + E a y + u . 

o 1 ^ \^ 

A completely spec-ified earnings function should also incite class 
background and ability, as well as education, sex, age, and other 

teristics of the .person. Many studies, including Blau and Duncan 
1967), Duncan, Featherman, and Duncan (1972), Gintis (1571), and 
Morgenstcrn (1973), have found that class and ability affect earnings 
or occupational achievement directly, in addition to their indirect 
effect through educaVon. Class background has especially been found 
to be an important determinant of earnings or occupation, education 
being constant. 

(,^2) log(Eam) = 6^ + B-j^Educ + B2Class + BjAbility + E B^x^ + e . 

- Unfortunately, most data sets^^ including the. one usted in this study, 

do not have any measures of class background or ability, therefore almost 

all the recent studies of differences in earnings functions by ethnic 

group have been forced to omit these important variables. Hanoch (1967),- 

Harrison (1972), Weiss and Williamson (1972), Weiss (1970), Welch (1973)^ 

. •* . 

-and the other studies cited elsewhere have all estimated variants of theV 
'1 ^\ • \ 

regression estimated above. 

(3) log (Earn) = 6^ + Bj^Educ + I B^x^ + e . 

' Since aj^, and B3 are all positive, the effect of omitting 

class background and ability from the earnings function by using -(3) instead 
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of (2) will result in substantial upward bias in the estimated 
coefficient of education, bj^. The size of tfie bias depends on the 

size of these four coefficients. 

♦ 

Griliches and Mason (1972) have shown that omitting a measure of 

ability, at least measures ordinarily available to researchers, is not 

likely to bias t^e education-, coefficient upward by more than 10 percel^t. 

However, the bias imparted by omitting ciass background. is likely to be 

much larger. Studies which have had in^ormatlx)n on class background 

Wave found that its effect on* educational attainment and on earnings 

or occupation, education constant, are both large. Therefore, bj^ will 

be larger than 3- and the effect of e.ducation on eaniings has probably 

• J 

been considerably overestimated in studies using (3) instead 'of (2), 

*\ 

' This paper, and many of the other papers using missp^fied earnings 
functions, are concerned not so much with the exact size of the effect of 
education on earnings, but witli compar^tl^ef f ect for Anglos, blacks 
and the five Spanish groups. If Che size of the bias in bj^ were the same 
for ail groups, it woulci more or less wash out in comparisons. However, 
there is good reason to believe that it does Vary among groups. Duncan 
(1968) and Blau and Duncan (1967) found that the effect of class background 
on occupational achievement (the equivalent of using a somewhat 
different measure of achievement) was much larger for whites than for 
\^ blacks, lidding other factors, constant. _ / 

If these differences exist between whites and blacks, they may also 
exist among Anglos., Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans. The effect of 
ethnic discrimination against these groups may also be to lower not only 
6 and 6, in equation (2), but also B,' That is, earnings may be lower 

o 1 » *• 
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1 , 

for Chicanos and Puerto Ricans/S)t only by the pure discrimination 
effect as measured by differences in the edugation coefficient. Dis- 
crimination may also have the effect of lowering returns to class 

' background. ^ ■ 

If this is so, and equation (3) rather 'than equation (2) is estimated, 
then the bias in b^ would be less for cKicanos, Puerto Ricans, and blacks 
tha'n for the other groups. Because -the bias depends- on the size c>f Bg* , 
their- estimates of b^ would be more a^c curate than the estimates for groins 
that do not"suffer this-form of discrimination. W differences in the 
b/s Jy be larger than the "differences in -the e,'s, since what seem to be 
returns to ^education for whites may actually be.no jpcrfe than higher . 
returns to 'class backgrouftd.* - . 

* A krther source of differences ^in the bias of b^ among different ^ 
ethnic groups may arise from a nonlinear ^relation_^among eduction, class 
background, and earnings, \auser (1972) 'found t^ the effect of education 
on earnings is higher; the higher the class background of the individual. 
Although he used a' different estimation technique, thier presumably taeans 
that if equation (2) were run separately for different classes, the esti- • 
.nates of 3, would be higher fdr people from higher class backgrounds. Thus, ^ 
if measures of class background are omitted from earnings functions, or 
if the functional form used to estimale the relation do'es^not allow foy 
. nonlinear interactions, estimates of, the education coefficient may be 
biased. Since the size of the- bias depends on the average class 
background, it will differ among ethnic groups. While some of the ethnic 
differences in education coefficients may be real, some may simply be . 
differences in -thio bias, 
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Unfortunately, testing this possibility for Spanish groups cannot 
be done with existing data. To see whether class- differences account 
for different returns to educatioiyrequires information on the class 
background of individuals, not simply of groups. Only when th^se data 
are available will we know how effective education is for all classes 
of the various minority groups. 

VI i OTHER RESULTS 

Differences among ethnid groups in coefficients other than education 
• wer^ also somewhat surprising. Hanoch (1967) and others found th4 
earnings difference between middle-aged white workers and^ older and ^ 
younger white workers to be larger than comparable differences among, 
black w^kers. This has been interpreted as an indlcatim that blacks 
\ benefit less from ^-the-job training and seniority than whites. I 
anticipated that th^/'age hill" for Spanish groups might be similar to 
that of bladks, either becaue of discrimination or recent immigration. 

The present result^sed on 1971 data rather than/1960 or 1967 
surveys suggest that the pattern may be changing. The age hill of 
earnings among blacks in Table 2 is almost as steep as' among Anglos,. 
- Although the relative \eamings of the youngest age group, men 18 to 
24; was much lower among whites than among blacks, the pattern gf 
relative earnings for the other age groups was virtually the same. The- 
coefficients for the youngest group may be suspect since the regressions 
excluded. students. Since many more whites attend college than do blacks 
White nonstudents under 25 may'be less rl?t)resentative of all white 
men that age than are black nonstudents of all black men t^flt age. 
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Even more surprising were the results for three of the Spanish ' . 
groups, Chicanos, Central and South, Americahs, «nd Other Spanish. 
Ainong these groups, earnings /reached a peak with the oldest age group, 
men 55 to 64.. Similar patterns occur among the highest educational 
'and occupational groups in the population, but not in the jobs at which 
nwst 'of these Spanish men work. It is far from obvious why these 

f 

Spanish groups shoifld have^such an age-earnings pattern.^ However, in 
all cases the samples ' ^re too small fqr reliable estimates, an^ the age 
coefficients, though often larV. were generally -riot significantly 
different from ^ne another. _ . ' 

There was also wide variation in the other coefficients of the ^ 
earnings regression, both among the Spanish groups, and between .them and 
Anglos ai blacks.,. The effect of being married, for instance, was, 
similar4r Anglos, blacks, Chicanos, and "Other Spanish," about half as 
important for Central or South Americans, aiid quite unimportant for 
Cubans and Puerto Ricans.. There was no correlation between the effect 
of being married an^^the percentage of married In \n each group. Anglos 
had among the highest percenJaii married, with about 80 percent matried, 
^and blacks among thL lowest, with 71 percent married. Cubans had the 
Vghest. percentage .married, 83 percent, and the lowest coefficient, while 
Central and South Americans had the lowest percentage married, 69 
"percent, and a marriage coefficient about in the middle. 

The- effect of living in k metropolitan area also varied considerably, 
fromlery large and positive for blacks, to large and negative for Cubans. 
However, almost all members of the three Spanish , groups - in the Current 
Population Sur'vey with negative coef ficientl.pn SMSA metropolitan 
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areas. Only one Cuban, eight Central and South Americans, and ten 
Puertb Ricans in tha sample used here actually lived outside SMSA's. 
The coefficients for these groups were not significant, and should 
not be taken seriously. 

VII.- CONCLUSIONS 

The results of this paper indicate that not only earnings and education 

J ' ■ 

but also returns to education vary substantially among ethnic groups. 

The lowest. returns were Qbtained by blacks, far lower than' the rate for 

Angl<Js. Chicanos fared only slightly better than blacks^^ with an \ 

education coefficient only 71 percent of the nnglo coefficient. However, ^ 

"Othel Spanish" and Puerto Ricans had virtually the same return to 

educatVon as Anglos, and Cubans and Central and South Americans did 

considerably better. Their coefficients were about 30 percet^t larger ■ 

\ < 
than the\^glo coefficient. 

J^,h\i blacks, it is unclear whether the low return to education 
for -Chican^ is the result of explici^ethnic discrimination, or the 
result of loLr quality education, i/iability to speak English, or recent 
immigration, this question has no^ been resolved for blacks, in spite 
of extensive stV^s °ver many ye^rs. While not conclusive, the evidence' 
presented here do^s raise strong-suspicions that labor market discrimina- 
tion keeps Chicanos , out of high status, high income jobs just as it has 

kept blacks down. 

Several writers have suggested that differences in the quality of 
education explain some of the differences in returns to schooling between 
blacks and whites. This m^ralso be true for Chicano-Anglo differences, 
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though the extreme forms of discrimination against blacks, as reported 
in Welch (1973), certainly never existed against Chicanos. It is also 
possible that The quality of schools in pr er evolutionary Havana, Quito, 
and Buenos Aires, was substantially^highk^ 'average ^ choo Is .attended .J^" , ^^^^ 

by, Anglos in the U.S;, th^># i^; isiderably harder to believe. ^ ^ 
In any event, , ther* ar£ no' dlll?to support these hypotheses. 

Language and nativity 'do ncit" help to explain differences in returns • 
to education among the Spanish groups. The group with tbe iighest . 
percent English ixjther 'tongue or English now spoken in the home is thV" \ . • 
Other. Spanish. Their education coefficient is a little below that of ^ \., 
Anglos. The group with the lowest use of English, Cubans, has the" 
Second high^^st r^te of return. As with nativity, Cubans have the smallest 
percentagilf native bom, while "Other Spanish" and Chicanos,. with 
much lower rates of return to education, have muck higher percentages... 
If difficulties with English actually prevent Chicanos from benefiting 
as much as Anglos from educ^ation. why sni^^r^t be' an obstacle for ^ 
Cubans as well? If foreiyn birth does no preSS- Cubans from transferring 
educational credentials or ski lla^ .from abroad, then why should it do so 
for the much smaller percentage of foreign-bom Chicanos? " 

The most likely explanation for differences among ethnic groups in 
returns to educations is differences in class background. ' The most 
. important difference betwein the Spanish grp ips .with high education 
coefficients and groups with low coefficients is the upper-class and 
middle-class backgrounds of the former and the working-class and peasant 
backgrounds of the latter. The 'cub^s and Central or South Americans 
in this country were often professionals and managers in their native 
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countries, and,%e rarely farmers or labofer^ The parents of 
Chlcknos and blacks, on the other hand, were usually laborers, small 
farmers, and servants.' The groups with education coefficients between 
the extremes, Puerto Ricans and Anglos, came from all levels of their 
societies. No information is available on the class background of 
TJthfer; Spanish. 

if education does in fact: ^.enefit men from higher-class backgrolxnds 
more than men f rom lower-bpiss backgrounds, then these differences in 
origin among ethnic grpup/ may explain the differences in rates of 

• return to education. Omi measures of class background from the 
earnings regression may lead to feferences in the eetimg^ of the 
education coefficient. If this hypothesis is correct, then tlte earnings 
regressions presented here for Spanish groups and elsewhere for whites' ' 
and blacks may overestimate the effect of education on the earnings 

of groups with higher-class backgrounds. Wh^t appears to be the 
effect of education may actually be the effect of class and education 
together. Further research with better data sets on the interactions 

• between class, education, ethnicity, and earnings is definitely required, 
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NOTES 



Isee Table 1 for sources for this and other ""^^^^Vs'lureao'of" 
Uoiess otherwise specified, all Publications are by the US Bureau^ 

thi Census. See ilnn ? ' Q^^^^" ^^^^"^ ^^^^^ * 

1 and 13 for location data. 

■ . -.^ •• 

2-. 07n r.pn«.». of Population , vol. I. P^^^^,," table 45 p. 198. and 
T^^^ ^g... nnW.d Sta tes (1970) PC(2)-1E. table 3. p. 32. 

■ ^ibid.. table 19. .nd N.e.ro Popul.ti on_il970l PC(2)-1B. table 13. 

^"Sotne respondents apparently ™i«-"^"«^°°V-Ll^e^^^^ 
preted the category 'Central or South Aia6rican» to mean central or ^ 
southeri united StLes." Persons of .Spanlsh.Orlgin. P. IX. 

^920 Census of Population , vol. II. table 20. pp. 79-80. 
^Ib'id., vol. IV. table 5. pp. 343-59. 
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